Withintheliteraturetherehavebeennumerousattemptsto rank academic marketing journals dating back 25 years, with Hawes and Keillor (2002) identifying that between 1980 and 2001, there were at least 16 journal-ranking studies in marketing published in academic journals and conferences. Since 2002, there have been additional ranking studies, including Baumgartner and Pieters (2003) , Theoharakis and Hirst (2002) , Mort et al. (2004) , and Polonsky and Whitelaw (2004) . It appears that ranking journals, in fact, may be a predisposition within business faculties in general (Armstrong and Sperry 1994; Van Fleet et al. 2000) .
Journal-ranking research has tended to apply single-item measures that are either based on the incidence of which journals are cited in the literature (e.g., Baumgartner and Pieters 2003; Zinkhan and Leigh 1999) or academics' perceptions of journals' "quality" (e.g., Hult, Neese, and Bashaw 1997; Koojaroenprasit et al. 1998; Mort et al. 2004; Theoharakis and Hirst 2002) . Baumgartner and Pieters (2003) have suggested that single-item perceptual rankings have the benefit of capturing complex individual information, but others have suggested that rankings based on single-item measures may be limited in scope (Hult, Neese, and Bashaw 1997; Polonsky, Jones, and Kearsley 1999; Shugan 2003) . Some of the single-item criteria that have been used include number of citations to a journal or author (Cheng, Chan, and Chan. 2003) , overall evaluation of journal-excellent to poor (Koojaroenprasit et al. 1998) , overall journal quality (Mort et al. 2004 ), or whether a journal is perceived to be important or in the Top 10 journals (Hult, Neese, and Bashaw 1997; Theoharakis and Hirst 2002) . While authors such as Hult, Neese, and Bashaw (1997 p. 51) have suggested that multidimensional ranking criteria could be developed, a call supported by others as well (Baumgartner and Pieters 2003; Shugan 2003; , such evaluations have not been explicitly undertaken.
Various researchers have found that there is some consistency in rankings across studies, especially in regard to the top journals. For example, Hawes and Keillor (2002 p. 79) identified that across 16 different ranking studies, all included the Journal of Marketing (JM), the Journal of Marketing Research (JMR) , and the Journal of Consumer Research (JCR) as the top three journals, and the majority of studies also included Journal of Retailing (JR), Marketing Science (MS) and the Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science (JAMS) in the very high journal grouping. Hult, Neese, and Bashaw (1997) found some general consistency between how subgroups of respondents ranked journals. Baumgartner and Pieters (2003) , Mort et al. (2004) , and Polonsky and Whitelaw (2004) identified that there was statistically significant consistency between ranking studies and approaches.
Although Hawes and Keillor (2002 p. 79) have suggested that while there is a consensus regarding which are the top three journals across studies, "after these three journals, however, the opinions diverge widely as to journal quality rankings." Research has also suggested that journal rankings will vary on the basis of a range of issues. For example, Baumgartner and Pieters (2003) identified that although there is general consistency, "there is generally less consensus about a journal's influence in sub-areas or niches of the discipline" (p. 123). Regional differences have also been identified (Theoharakis and Hirst 2002, p. 393) , and Hult, Neese, and Bashaw (1997, p. 49) found some differences in rankings depending on whether an individual is at a Ph.D. granting institution or not, or if the institutions are Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB) accredited. Hawes and Keillor (2002) even suggested that the institution's mission "should impact on each school's ranking of marketing journals" (p. 71). This is also articulated by the AACSB (2004), who stated that the "mission statement or associated documents include a definition of the intellectual contributions appropriate to the mission. The definition may be made in terms of content, or in terms of audience, or both" (emphasis added, p. 23). While this should mean that all members of an institution value the same types of publications, Shugan (2003 p. 438) suggested that unfortunately, there may be differences in views between academics and administrations. All of this could therefore mean that there may be various individual or institutional factors that affect how evaluative criteria are applied (Theoharakis and Hirst 2002, p. 399 ).
This research undertakes two studies to examine these issues. While general ranking consistency has been found to exist (Mort et al. 2004; Polonsky and Whitelaw 2004) , it has been suggested that journal rankings are not consistent across the full set of journals within ranking studies (Hawes and Keillor 2002; Hult, Neese, and Bashaw 1997; Theoharakis and Hirst 2002) . Study 1 seeks to empirically determine whether consistency exists when evaluating journals outside the top-ranked journals.
As has been suggested, a range of individual or institutional factors may explain differences in perceptual rankings. For example, Hult, Neese, and Bashaw (1997) and Koojaroenprasit et al. (1998) identified that the type of institution may affect rankings; Theoharakis and Hirst (2002) suggested that geographic location may affect how journals are evaluated; and Shugan (2003) suggested that different people within an organization (academics and deans) may evaluate journals differently. It is possible that any differences in perceptions are the result of differences in the weighting applied to perceptual criteria used for rankings by different "groupings" . This, in turn, would affect how individuals from various groups (i.e., Ph.D. granting institutions or different geographic regions) rank journals. Study 2 examines the underlying weighting of four evaluative criteria that might comprise multifaceted perceptual evaluations of journals. Differences in weightings will also be examined on the basis of (1) the individuals's perception compared with their perception of their institution's evaluation, (2) the academic's location (North America, Europe, and Asia-Pacific), and (3) the type of institution where the academic works (Ph.D./D.B.A. granting or not).
STUDY 1: EXAMINING THE CONSISTENCY OF JOURNAL RANKINGS
Marketing academics have long examined the importance and rankings of journals (Baumgartner and Pieters 2003; Bettencourt and Houston 2001a, 2001b; Easton and Easton 2003; Hawes and Keillor 2002; Hult, Neese, and Bashaw 1997; Koojaroenprasit et al. 1998; Luke and Doke 1987; Mort et al. 2004; Theoharakis and Hirst 2002; Zinkhan and Leigh 1999) , academic departments (Armstrong and Sperry 1994; Bakir, Vitell, and Rose 2000; Cheng, Chan, and Chan 2003; Henthorne, LaTour, and Loraas 1998) , and individual academics (Bakir, Vitell, and Rose 2000; Cheng, Chan, and Chan 2003; Henthorne, LaTour, and Loraas 1998; Helm, Hunt, and Houston 2003) .
One might question the preoccupation with ranking or evaluating marketing journals, institutions, and individuals (Uncles 2004) . These rankings can serve a range of purposes. For example, institutions might use rankings to differentiate themselves (Armstrong and Sperry 1994) or to attract quality research students and staff (Bakir, Vitell, and Rose 2000; Cheng, Chan, and Chan 2003; Henthorne, LaTour, and Loraas 1998) . The rankings of journals could be used to measure the performance of individual academics (Hult, Neese, and Bashaw 1997; Koojaroenprasit et al. 1998; Mort et al. 2004; Polonsky et al. 1999; Shugan 2003; Zinkhan 2004) . In fact, academics are frequently set very specific publishing requirements if they are to receive promotion, tenure, or pay increments in regard to A, B, or C publications (Baumgartner and Pieters 2003; DocSig 2004; Hawes and Keillor 2002) . In this way, rankings provide concrete criteria on which academics have their research performance evaluated (Baumgartner and Pieters 2003; Hult, Neese, and Bashaw 1997; Mort et al. 2004) , and they can adapt their behavior accordingly (Hult, Neese, and Bashaw 1997) . It is no wonder that discussions of journal rankings are often seen as highly controversial and generate extensive interest at conferences, in journals, and in electronic forums such as Elmar (2003 .
Journal rankings have been based on two types of information. First, rankings have been calculated on the basis of citation or impact rates, that is, the number of times that one journal is cited in another. These approaches use existing databases such as the Social Science Citation Index (SSCI) or manually examine citations within journals (Baumgartner and Pieters 2003; Bettencourt and Houston 2001a, 2001b; Zinkhan and Leigh 1999) . While examining citations has the potential benefit of objectively measuring a journal's impact, it also has its limitations (Zinkhan 2004) . These include lagged effect of works being cited several years after publication (Jobber and Simpson 1988) , some databases only include a limited range of "selected" journals (Baumgartner and Pieters 2003; Neway and Lancaster 1983) , and journals from some regions are underrepresented in some databases (Nobes 1985) .
A second approach used to rank journals is based on individuals' perceptions of a journal's "importance" or "reputation" (Browne and Becker 1991; Hult, Neese, and Bashaw 1997; Koojaroenprasit et al. 1998; Luke and Doke 1987; Mort et al. 2004; Polonsky and Waller 1993; Theoharakis and Hirst 2002) . Such approaches ask respondents to (1) "rank" the top 10 (or 20) journals from a predetermined list (Theoharakis and Hirst 2002) or (b) evaluate a wider set of journals using Likert-type scales (Koojaroenprasit et al. 1998; Mort et al. 2004) .
Research based on perceptual rankings has sometimes examined whether individual or institutional factors affect rankings. For example, Hult, Neese, and Bashaw (1997) suggested (no statistical testing was undertaken) that working at an AACSB institution affects the rankings marketing academics allocate to theory-focused journals. In their review of ranking studies, Hawes and Keillor (1992) suggested that the institution's mission should also affect rankings, although again they did not empirically test this. Theoharakis and Hirst (2002) examined regional differences in rankings and identified that there were some regional differences in how academics rated journals, although they also identified that there were extensive similarities in rankings between regions. The fact that various individual and institutional factors affect how journals are ranked would suggest that the set of rankings used by an institution should depend on the specific context and purpose of the rankings (AACBS 2004; Hawes and Keillor 2002; Polonsky et al. 1999; Shugan 2003) .
However, it has been noted that overall sets of rankings across studies appear to be similar. For example, Hawes and Keillor (2002 p. 79) found that with 16 different ranking studies, there was generally some consistency in the journals ranked within the top 10 journals. Mort et al. (2004) found statistically significant correlations between ranking studies that examined samples of academics within Australia and New Zealand (Mort et al. 2004) , the United States (Hult, Neese, and Bashaw 1997) , and worldwide (Theoharakis and Hirst 2002) . Polonsky and Whitelaw (2004) also found statistically significant correlations in rankings across studies (i.e., Baumgartner and Pieters 2003; Theoharakis and Hirst's [2002] worldwide sample). These results seem to suggest that the ranking approach used might not affect rankings.
In looking at past research it can be identified that variations in rankings might exist especially for those journals outside the top grouping. For example, Hult, Neese, and Bashaw (1997) found "that the top five journals are the same for both groups" (p. 49), and respondents from AACBS institutions ranked "theory and research" journals more highly (p. 49). While not explicitly examined in this way, the results in Theoharakis and Hirst (2002) could be viewed to suggest that journals ranked by academics in different regions varied somewhat, especially in regard to those ranked in positions 21-40. Finally, as was identified earlier, Hawes and Keillor (2002) suggested that across studies, "the high level of consistency for our disciplines top journals was in stark contrast, however, to the highly variant ratings for journals which made the list, but ranked far lower in stature" (p. 80).
The question of the consistency of journal rankings has not been empirically examined in regard to the "top" and lower ranked journals, even though some authors have stated there is less consistency for those outside the top journals (Hawes and Keillor 2002) . A lack of consistency for lower ranked journals would be important, especially for those employed at institutions that have research performance criteria emphasizing poorly defined B publications, rather than "universally" agreed A publications (see DocSig 2004 for a listing of tenure expectations for new staff). While we believe that there may be differences across rankings, given the inconsistent empirical evidence across the literature, we state the following hypotheses in the null form:
Rankings across studies will be statistically equivalent. Hypothesis 1b: Rankings across studies will be statistically equivalent outside the "top" journals.
Method
A comparison of four rankings was undertaken: (1) Theoharakis and Hirst's (2002) worldwide perceptual view, (2) Theoharakis and Hirst's (2002) U.S. perceptual view, (3) Hult, Neese, and Bashaw's (1997) U.S. perceptual view, and (4) Baumgartner and Pieters's (2003) overall citation rankings.
1 The rankings were selected to examine recent ranking studies and to allow for "similar" types of rankings to be compared. There are two U.S. There were 31 journals common to all four sets of rankings, and these journals were reranked from 1 to 31 to allow comparisons across studies (see Table 1 ).
2 Spearman correlations were used to determine whether there were statistically significant relationships between the five pairs of rankings (i.e., the Theoharakis and Hirst [2002] U.S. and world comparisons are excluded).
All four studies listed JM, JMR, and JCR as the top three journals, although the order varied. These three journals were also identified in Hawes and Keillor (2002, p. 80) as being the top three journals across previous ranking studies. The first stage of the analysis excluded these three journals to examine consistency for the subset of journals across the four rankings (i.e., Journals 4-31). Spearman correlations were undertaken to examine the consistency in rankings for this subset. Statistically insignificant Spearman correlations would identify that relationships between sets of rankings varies outside the top three journals.
To further restrict the set of journals, we removed the seven journals that were identified as consistently being in the top 10 in all four studies-JM, JMR, JCR, Harvard Business Review (HBR), MS, Management Science (MngtS), and JR. Hawes and Keillor (2002, p. 80 ) also identified a secondary core group of very high ranking journals. The relationships between rankings were then reexamined to determine the consistency of rankings outside the top 7 journals (i.e., 8-31). Statistically insignificant Spearman correlations would identify that relationships between sets of rankings vary outside the top 7 journals.
Analysis
An analysis of comparisons across the four sets of rankings examining 31 common journals using Spearman correlations (see Table 2 ) identified that correlations between all five pairs of studies were statistically significant, although these vary between .7416 (Hult, Neese, and BashawBaumgartner and Pieters) to .624 (Theoharakis and Hirst world-Hult, Neese, and Bashaw United States). These results indicate that the rankings overall did not statistically vary across studies for the full set of 31 journals. Therefore, the ranking system used does not appear to affect the consistency of how journals are ranked.
To determine the consistency of rankings, two subsets of journals were examined. The first subgroup excluded the top three journals, which were common to all four studies (JM, JMR, and JCR). The Spearman correlations for Subgroup 1 (i.e., Journals 4-31) identified that all paired comparisons were still statistically significantly correlated. There was,
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TABLE 1 Journals' Ranks in Previous Studies
The average correlation between Subgroup 1 and Subgroup 2 dropped a further .19 or 33%. The overall drop in correlation, between the total sample of 31 journals and those included in Subgroup 2 (i.e., 8-31) was .29 or 44%, although as was discussed, this varied between comparisons.
Discussion
The results suggest that Hypothesis 1a is accepted, as there were no statistically significant differences in rankings across the four full sets of rankings examined. The results for Hypothesis 1b are less clear. The examination of Subgroup 1 would suggest that there are no differences in rankings when examining Journals 4-31. The results for Subgroup 2 are mixed, as there were three statistically significant different pairs of rankings for three of the five pairs of journal rankings, thus suggesting Hypothesis 1b should be rejected.
While not directly related to Hypothesis 1b, it is worth noting that the data used to develop the rankings in two U.S. studies were collected 5 years apart and used different sampling methods-Hult, Neese, and Bashaw (1997) examined a cross section of academics, whereas Theoharakis and Hirst (2002) examined academics at leading institutions. Differences in rankings could have related to different samples' subjective perceptions or reflected changes in perceptions of journals over time, although Baumgartner and Pieters (2003) found that a journal's influence was stable over time (p. 128). There is also support for the fact that U.S. perceptions outside the "top journals" are different from global views, as Hult, Neese, and Bashaw's rankings were statistically different from Theoharakis and Hirst's (2002) worldwide rankings, and Theoharakis and Hirst's (2002) U.S. rankings were statistically different from Baumgartner and Pieters's global rankings. Nevertheless, it needs to be acknowledged that the two global rankings were consistent across the two subgroups. These latter statistical variations (i.e., U.S.-global views) provide additional empirical support for the need to better understand the composition of perceptions with regard to ranking journals. This issue will be examined in more detail within Study 2.
STUDY 2: EXAMINING THE WEIGHTS USED TO EVALUATE JOURNALS
It has been suggested that perceptions of journal quality/ importance comprise complex evaluations of journals' characteristics (Baumgartner and Pieters 2003; Hult, Neese, and Bashaw 1997; , although this phenomenon has not been examined within the literature. Shugan (2003, p. 439) suggested that rankings tend to be seen as onedimensional evaluations, which are assessed differently by different individuals. This seems to be supported in the journal ranking literature where research suggests that theoretical journals are viewed differently than applied journals (Baumgartner and Pieters 2003; Danielsen and Delorme 1976; Hawkins, Ritter, and Walter 1973; Hult, Neese, and Bashaw 1997) , and educational literature is viewed differently than theoretical work (Baumgartner and Pieters 2003; Straughan and Albers-Miller 2000) . The differences in views may also vary depending on the type of institution one works for (Hult, Neese, and Bashaw 1997) or one's geographic location (Easton and Easton 2003; Theoharakis and Hirst 2002) . Of course, the assertion that perceptions are variable and potentially inconsistent is not something that marketers would dispute, even though there is limited research on this within the journal ranking literature. Academics are largely left to define their own mental models with regard to the criteria used to evaluate journals. The research suggests that individually based mental models generally result in inconsistent evaluations (Lilien et al. 2002) . It is therefore curious that perceptual journal ranking studies have not examined the underlying evaluative criteria being used (Hult, Neese, and Bashaw 1997) . Should the importance of evaluative criteria differ between participants, this would result in two individuals, who score the "performance" of the evaluative criteria identically, ranking a given journal or set of journals differently.
Study 2 examines the relative weighting of criteria used by academics to evaluate journals and compares weightings, based on the individual and institutional issues that have been found to potentially affect how journals are evaluated. These issues include whether academics and their institutions (as perceived by academics) evaluate journals differently (Armstrong and Sperry 1994; Fugate and Milliman 1988; Shugan 2003) , whether the individual's location (North America, Europe, Asia-Pacific) influences the evaluative criteria (Easton and Easton 2003; Theoharakis and Hirst 2002) , and whether the fact that the institution grants Ph.D.'s or D.B.A.'s affects weightings (Hult, Neese, and Bashaw 1997) . While these previous works have looked at rankings, we suggest that these issues could also be examined with regard to the weighting allocated to the dimensions used to rank journals. While we believe that there may be differences across subgroups of academics, given the lack of research into this issue, we state the following hypotheses in the null form:
Hypothesis 2a: The relative importance of evaluative ranking criteria will not differ statistically based on whether it is the individual's view or the individual's perception of his or her institution's view. Hypothesis 2b: The relative importance of evaluative ranking criteria will not differ statistically based on the region in which the academic is located. Hypothesis 2c: The relative importance of evaluative ranking criteria will not differ statistically whether the individual works at a Ph.D./D.B.A. granting institution or not.
Method
In Study 2, we administered an online survey regarding evaluative criteria used to rank journals. To ensure that the survey included salient criteria and adequately represented the domain of criteria employed by academics to evaluate journals, we began with a qualitative phase. Eleven marketing professors in the United States and Australia were invited to participate in semistructured interviews. Six were completed. Individuals were purposefully selected to ensure they were (1) active researchers, (2) had global academic experience, and (3) were involved in staff evaluation. Each interview was summarized and then checked/edited by participants to ensure the accuracy of the information.
Interview discussions focused on identifying the evaluative criteria that could be used to rank journals, as well as methodological issues. Participants discussed a range of potential evaluative criteria, and four criteria were most frequently identified: (1) prestige, (2) contribution to theory, (3) contribution to practice, and (4) contribution to teaching. These criteria were also consistent with the potential rationales and multiple ranking criteria discussed in the ranking literature (e.g., ANBAR 2004; Armstrong and Sperry 1994; Baumgartner and Pieters 2003; Hult, Neese, and Bashaw 1997; Hawes and Keillor 2002; Zinkhan and Leigh 1999) . This is, of course, not an exhaustive list, and interdependences between criteria could potentially be a limitation.
Participants all agreed that the criteria used to evaluate journals would not have equal weight, and the importance might vary depending on who was doing the evaluation, and why. In-depth interview discussions also identified that research performance criteria are frequently developed in a collaborative process between members of a school or faculty. As such, individual academics would have an understanding of the emphasis placed on various evaluative criteria applied by their institutions. This was incorporated into the study design with respondents being asked to weight the evaluative criteria using the following two 100-point constant sum scales with regard to the following: a. Personally, how important do you think the various aspects of a journal's reputation are? b. How important do you believe your institution thinks the various aspects of a journal's reputation are when evaluating staff for tenure?
The survey also asked a range of demographic questions about the individual and his or her institution. The draft was distributed back to all 11 professors for feedback prior to the electronic distribution of the survey (discussed under the sampling and sample Sample Frame and Respondents subsections). In relation to the questions examining criteria importance, no concerns were raised, although some minor wording issues were raised and modified in the survey. 
Sample Frame
This study examined a cross section of academic views, which has been used in past research (Hult, Neese, and Bashaw 1997; Luke and Doke 1987; Polonsky and Waller 1993) , although other researchers have focused only on department heads or staff at leading academic institutions (Koojaroenprasit 1998; Mort et al. 2004; Theoharakis and Hirst 2002) . The announcement for the study was distributed on Elmar, a popular e-mail list server for marketing academics. This was done because of Elmar's global inclusiveness by academic levels, subareas of academic interest, and academic orientation-teaching and/or research focused. At the time of the study, Elmar had 3,250 subscribers, and there were no demographic data available on list members. According to Peter Palij (personal communication, May 13, 2003) , the founder and immediate past moderator of the list, "At the end of 2002, there were 3,250 subscribers with an approximate 60/40 split for US/non-US, about 2,500 faculty, 600 doctoral students and 150 corporate members. In terms of institutions, there were about 500 to 550 institutions represented worldwide."
After 3 weeks, 117 responses were received. Supplementary requests for participants were sought from two academic associations (one Europe based, and one Australia/New Zealand based) via e-mails from the association presidents to their members. It was disappointing that this generated only 10 additional respondents, with 114 responses being usable and serving as the sample. It was anticipated that the presidents' support of this research would have positively affected the response (Herberlein and Baumgartner 1978) . A draw for a $100 gift voucher was used as an incentive to increase the response rate (Kanuk and Berenson 1975) . It was hoped that these activities would have improved the level of participation (Chittenden and Rettie 2003) .
Statistical Methods
The statistical analysis undertook paired t-tests to compare respondents' weightings with those they perceived their institutions to have. These were undertaken for the total sample as well as for subsamples by region and type of institution (Ph.D./D.B.A. granting or not). Any statistical difference in weighting would indicate that the importance of criteria varied between the individual and institution, as perceived by the respondent. As was suggested earlier, administrators (i.e., deans) and academics might evaluate the reputations of journals differently (Armstrong and Sperry 1994; Fugate and Milliman 1988; Shugan 2003) .
MANOVAs were used to examine the responses of individuals between regions (North America, Europe, and AsiaPacific). ANOVAs were then undertaken to determine if there were differences for any of the criteria weightings (individual or institutional) across regions. As was identified earlier, Theoharakis and Hirst (2002) found that evaluations of journals differed regionally, and thus it is important to examine whether regional variations in perceptions of the underlying criteria exist.
MANOVAs were used to examine the responses of individuals by type of institution (Ph.D./D.B.A. granting or not). ANOVAs were then undertaken to determine if there were differences for any of the criteria weightings (individual or institutional) across institution type. Hult, Neese, and Bashaw (1997) and Hawes and Keillor (2002) suggested that the institution's focus affected how academics viewed journals and therefore could also affect perceptions of the underlying evaluative criteria.
Respondents
The total number of usable responses received (N = 114) is somewhat low, although other ranking studies have reported on small samples or subgroups (e.g., Mort et al. 2004 , N = 33; Theoharakis and Hirst 2002 , Asia N = 30, Australia/New Zealand N = 23; Hult, Neese, and Bashaw 1997 non-AACSB N = 59). Given the lack of information on the demographic composition of Elmar and the limited information on the demographic profile of the marketing discipline within countries (Baker and Erdogan 2000; Danaher and Starr 1998; Hetzel 2000; Polonsky and Mankelow 2000; Sinkovics and Schlegelmilch 2000) , it is not possible to evaluate the response bias. Table 3 provides demographic characteristics of respondents. 4 The majority of respondents were from North America (61%), followed by Europe (19.2%), the Asia-Pacific (18.4%), with 1% not providing this information. The majority of respondents had a Ph.D./D.B.A. (82.4%) and were on average 42.1 years old. The mean number of years they had worked in academia was 11.2 years, and the mean years in nonacademic employment was 8.8 years. The majority of respondents were male (68.4%), 26.3% were female, and 5.3% were not stated. The academic level of respondents appears to be inclusive of all levels, with 21.1% chair/full professors, 23.7% associate professors/senior lecturers, 41.2% assistant professors/lecturers, and 2.6% tutors/instructors. Respondents also had a diverse set of academic interests (top three areas are listed in Table 3) .
A large proportion of respondents (57%) 5 The spread of academic awards granted by institutions was broad, but it should be noted that some individuals appear to work in graduate or business schools that focus on postgraduate education, while others work in units that focus on undergraduate education. Based on individual and institutional demographics, it appears that the sample covers a wide range of academics globally. The composition also appears to be similar to that of Hult, Neese, and Bashaw (1997) , who also examined a cross section of marketing academics, and thus is deemed suitable for this study.
Analysis
The first stage of the analysis examined the overall weighting of evaluative criteria. As can be seen from column 3 of Table 4 , individuals felt that the average weighting of criteria to be used for evaluating a journal were contribution to theory (36%), to prestige (26%), to practice (24%), and-last-to teaching (14%). On the other hand, respondents perceived their institutions' weightings to be prestige (60%), contribu-
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tion to theory (21%), contribution to practice (12%), and contribution to teaching (7%). Paired t-tests identified statistically significant differences at either the p < .05 or p < .10 levels in the weighting for each criteria based on the individuals' weightings and their perception of institutional weightings. Individuals believed that a journal's contribution to theory, practice, and teaching was more important than did their institution. They also believed that a journal's prestige was statistically less important than did their institution. These statistical results also exist within each of the three regions (see columns 4-6 in Table 4) Table 5 ). These differences all suggest that Hypothesis 2a should be rejected, that is, individual's weightings and those they perceive their institutions to have are statistically different.
The second stage of the analysis examined regional differences in weightings. A MANOVA of the individual and institutional criteria across regions identified that there were statistical differences in evaluations based on where respondents were located (F = 2.259, p < .01). ANOVAs were undertaken to identify where specific statistical differences in weightings occurred for individuals and institutions across the three regions. Column 7 of Table 4 identifies that there were statistically significant differences for the individuals' prestige (F = 3.87, p < .05) and contribution to knowledge (F = 6.87, p < .05) weightings. There were, however, no differences in per- ceived institutional weightings of any criteria across regions or for individuals' weightings with regard to contribution to practice or contribution to teaching. The results are somewhat mixed with regard to Hypothesis 2b, as the MANOVA result supports the rejection of Hypothesis 2b, but the ANOVA results only partly support the rejection of Hypothesis 2b. The third stage of the analysis examined whether the Ph.D./D.B.A. status of the respondents' institutions affected the weightings (see Table 5 ). A MANOVA identified that there were statistically significant differences in weighting criteria between the two groups (F = 3.536, p < .01). ANOVAs were undertaken to identify where specific statistical differences existed for criteria weightings of individuals and institutions, based on whether the respondents' institutions were D.B.A./Ph.D. granting or not. These identified five statistically significant differences in the weightings of evaluative criteria. Weightings of all four criteria differed for individuals' contribution to prestige (F = 2.92, p < .10), contribution to theory (F = 4.51, p < .05), contribution to practice (F = 3.08, p < .10), and contribution to teaching (F = 3.94, p < .05)-and one for institutional evaluations of the contribution of theory (F = 3.50, p < .10). The results are somewhat mixed with regard to Hypothesis 2c, as the MANOVA result supports the rejection of Hypothesis 2c, but the ANOVA results only partly support the rejection of Hypothesis 2c.
Discussion
The comparison of weightings between individuals and institutions, as perceived by respondents, identifies that there is a consistent perception by respondents across regions and types of institutions that institutions weight these factors differently. In all cases, it is perceived that institutions are more concerned with prestige than respondents are and less concerned with the contributions to theory, practice, or teaching.
If respondents' perceptions of how institutions view prestige are correct, it could suggest that prestigious journals are being used as a measure of individuals' performance by institutions because those within the organization do not have effective systems in place to evaluate the contribution to knowledge (Baumgartner and Pieters 2003) . Thus, "prestige" ( could be used as a proxy for academic contribution, which may or may not necessarily be correct (Armstrong 2003; Shugan 2003) . As an alternative, it might be suggested that individuals perceive that their institutions view publishing in prestigious journals as a highly valuable promotional tool, both internally (i.e., with administrators) and externally (i.e., competitors, potential staff, and students). Inconsistencies in how individuals and institutions view prestige may inadvertently negatively affect advancing knowledge, as Armstrong (1995) has suggested that innovative works have more difficulty in getting published in "better" journals. Institutions emphasizing prestige, or individuals perceiving that they emphasize prestige, could result in staff undertaking research that does not depart from established methodologies and approaches, given the greater potential difficulty with publishing "innovative" research, assuming Armstrong (1995) is correct.
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The differences in views, again if academic perceptions are correct, could also have a negative impact on institutions' abilities to achieve their missions. That is, if an academic perceives that meeting the needs of industry and students is a core focus of the institutional mission, they will undertake specific types of work activities including research. If the individuals' perceptions are incorrect, research will not necessarily advance organizational objectives. More investigation needs to be undertaken to identify links between how institutions value research and the organizational mission.
In terms of regional variations, there were no statistically significant differences in how academics perceive their institutions weight the various criteria. In this regard, it seems to suggest that globally, institutions (as perceived by academics) value journals in the same way. That is, prestige, first; contribution to theory, second; and contribution to practice and teaching, a poor third and fourth. However, there were some differences in how individuals weighted prestige and the contribution-to-theory criteria across regions, although there were no statistically significant differences with regard to the weightings for contribution to practice or teaching. It is interesting that, in contrast to their North American and AsiaPacific colleagues, European respondents seemed to perceive prestige to be less important and contribution to theory to be more important. This could explain why Theoharakis and Hirst (2002) found regional differences in the evaluations of the same journal.
The comparisons in weightings based on whether individuals work at Ph.D./D.B.A. granting and non-Ph.D./D.B.A. granting institutions found that there are indeed some statistically significant differences in weightings. As might have been anticipated, individual and institutional weightings for those at Ph.D./D.B.A. granting institutions evaluated theoretical work more highly, which is consistent with Hult, Neese, and Bashaw (1997) . That is, these institutions focus on developing knowledge through offering advanced research programs, while individuals' weightings identified that those at non-Ph.D./D.B.A. institutions tended to value applied and practical work more highly, which again is consistent with Hult, Neese, and Bashaw (1997) . The fact that respondents at non-Ph.D./D.B.A. granting institutions were more concerned with prestige, however, might suggest that these individuals see such publications as external validation of their work. This would be important if these academics believe that working at a non-Ph.D./D.B.A. granting institution is seen as less prestigious by their peers. There is also a difference in how the two groups view the value of the contribution to teaching with regard to journals. It is interesting that, in this case, it is respondents at Ph.D./D.B.A. granting institutions who view this as more important for journal evaluations. However, it might imply that they see these works as contributing to the training of research students rather than contributions to pedagogy, and this needs to be explored in future research.
Overall, these results seem to support the suggestion that there are, in fact, differences in how individuals in these institutions view journals, which can be related to past findings regarding differences in how they view research (e.g., Hawes and Keillor 2002; Hult, Neese, and Bashaw 1997) .
GENERAL IMPLICATIONS
While there seems to be a universal agreement on which are the "leading" marketing journals, it is unclear if there is consistency of views regarding journals across "rankings," and these perceptual differences may be more pronounced in evaluating journals outside the "A" journal group. Past research has found that a range of individual and institutional factors influence how individuals rank journals. The research presented in this article has identified that these factors also influence how individuals perceive the underlying importance of a journal's value as measured by prestige, contribution to knowledge, contribution to practice, and contribution to teaching.
Identifying the match between the individual and institutional research priorities would therefore seem to be extremely important (Hawes and Keillor 2002) and more likely allows organizational missions to be achieved. A lack of academic institution fit may even affect job satisfaction (Polonsky, Juric, and Mankelow 2003) . It is important that academic managers, staff, and possibly even those training "new" staff in Ph.D. programs understand that research outcomes will be evaluated differently at each institution (AACBS 2004; Hawes and Keillor 2002) . Targeting the "best" journal within a marketing subarea (Baumgartner and Pieters 2003) may not be sufficient if this journal is not deemed to "fit" within the overall institutional publication evaluation framework (Hawes and Keillor 2002; Straughan and Albers-Miller 2000) .
If organizational missions translate into focusing all activities of institutions, these will need to be more carefully developed and articulated. Inconsistencies in academics' views regarding the importance of the four evaluative criteria, compared with how they perceive their institution to view these criteria, suggest that a gap in views exists. Such a gap would possibly limit institutions in achieving their stated or implied missions, which in turn could mean universities would have difficulty in demonstrating they are achieving their AACSB targets.
LIMITATIONS
There are a range of limitations that need to be acknowledged. In Study 1, we rely on previous rankings, which included some nonmarketing journals and conference proceedings. While not discussed in the analysis, we also included two rankings from Theoharakis and Hirst (2002) to allow for comparisons between two U.S. rankings and two international rankings. In addition, the various studies compared were undertaken at different times. We do not believe that these are significant issues as past work has compared these various studies (Mort et al. 2004; Polonsky and Whitelaw 2004) , and Baumgartner and Pieters (2003) suggested rankings were stable over time.
With regard to Study 2, there are also a number of potential limitations. The fact that the multidimensionality of rankings has not been previously examined empirically is possibly a limitation. Criteria other than those identified in the interviews could also have been examined. It is also recognized that these may be interdependent, and forcing respondents to use a 100-point sum scale does not allow for this interdependency to be examined. This could force individuals to "split" their weightings between the interdependent items. Other measures and the interdependency between items need to be considered in future research.
The sampling process could potentially introduce a range of limitations. This includes the fact that Elmar may not be representative of all marketing academics, as individuals need to subscribe. It therefore is a convenient sample, and it is not possible to compare the sample's demographics to any global list of academics. This may have resulted in the introduction of multiple types of self-selection bias. In addition, those interested in journal rankings would also be more likely to respond. The high proportion of respondents from Ph.D./ D.B.A. granting institutions relative to these degrees' availability might be one indication of such bias. However, in Hult, Neese, and Bashaw's (1997) research, the authors selected a random sample from a directory of marketing academics and had a similar bias of sample respondents, and their work is frequently referred to as an exemplar in the area.
The resulting small sample size overall and within subgroups could potentially also be considered a problem. However, it has been suggested that if respondents are representative of the sample, a smaller response rate is not problematic (Herberlein and Baumgartner 1978) . In addition, past ranking studies have examined small groups or subgroups, including Koojaroenprasit et al. (1998) , N = 86 total sample; Mort et al. (2004) , N = 33 total sample; Hult, Neese, and Bashaw (1997) , N = 59 non-AACSB subgroup; and Theoharakis and Hirst (2002) , n = 23 Australia/New Zealand, n = 30 Asia, n = 90 Europe.
Seeking the views of a cross section of academics could possibly be considered a limitation, as not all academics are the decision makers with regard to performance evaluation within their institutions. Assuming that individuals participate in setting institutional objectives, they should have an understanding of the criteria used to evaluate research, even if they do not agree with these criteria.
Finally, it is possible that technology constraints also could have affected the results. Some institutions' IT e-mail screening processes precluded individuals from receiving Elmar. These individuals could not have participated, unless someone outside their institution passed on the survey announcement. In other cases, hardware constraints prevented some potential respondents from completing the Webbased survey. Those indicating a problem were e-mailed a copy of the survey. It was, however, not possible to identify how many people this affected or how many respondents began but did not complete the survey (i.e., dropouts).
CONCLUSIONS
The results of this study suggest that journal rankings between studies are similar when considered in totality, but that there appear to be discrepancies in evaluations as one moves outside the top-ranked journals. This highlights the need to better understand the process of journal evaluation, as variations in the perceived importance of evaluative criteria appear to exist in some cases. However, no matter what subgroups are examined, individuals'weightings for specific criteria were always different from the weightings respondents perceived their institutions to apply.
It appears that there are some regional differences (i.e., North America, Europe, and Asia-Pacific) in the perceived individual weighting of evaluative criteria. This may suggest that one "global" ranking of journals is not appropriate ) and would explain differences identified by Theoharakis and Hirst (2002) . Publishing behavior that is encouraged in one country may not occur or not be valued to the same extent in another (Easton and Easton 2003; Theoharakis and Hirst 2002) . For this reason, academics might want to plan research programs to ensure that the outlets they target do not "restrict" future employment opportunities. Some barriers may be illusionary, however, given that perceived institutional weightings do not differ regionally.
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